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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested in light of the 
amendments and remarks herein. 

Upon entry of this amendment, claims 1-8 and 17-32 will be pending. By this 
amendment, claims 9-16 have been canceled; claims 1, 17, 26 and 31-32 have been amended. 
No new matter has been added. 

§ 102 Rejection of Claim 31 

In Section 2 of the Office Action, claim 31 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as 
being anticipated by Bell (U.S. Patent No. 6,445,921; hereinafter referred to as "Bell"). Claim 
31 has been amended to address the rejection. 

In the Background section of the Specification, it was indicated, "[a] typical wireless 
handset includes an integrated modem and processor for controlling the operation of the handset. 
The wireless handset provides a user interface . . . and a wireless interface ... for wireless 
telephony. The modem processes data and signals for transferring data between the wireless 
interface and the user interface [and] controls the operation of the user interface. The modem 
also controls the . . . wireless interface." Background of the Specification, page 1, line 11-1 7. 

To improve upon the typical wireless handset described above, embodiments of the 
present invention provide "methods and apparatus for controlling a wireless handset including 
two wireless modems ." Specification, page 7, line 22-23. (emphasis added) In one example, 
" the first wireless modem includes general control functionality for the handset and the second 
wireless modem only includes control functionality specific to the operation of the second 
wireless modem . Because the second wireless modem does not include general control 
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functionality, the construction and operation of the second wireless modem is simplified . In this 

way, the design and manufacturing of the second wireless modem can be accomplished at a 

reduced cost . In addition, the second wireless modem can be designed to consume less power ." 

Specification, page 3, line 25-31. (emphasis added) Furthermore, because control is centralized 

in a first wireless modem, a second wireless modem does not need to include control components 

beyond supporting the air interface of the second wireless modem , and therefore does not require 

redundant components already included in the first wireless modem. Examples of components 

removable from such a second wireless modem include, but are not necessarily limited to, 

components providing memory, codec function (coder/decoder), power management, RF signal 

processing not specific to the air interface, synthesizing, and modem processing not specific to 

the air interface. As a result , the design and manufacture of the second wireless modem can be 

simplified . See Specification, page 5, line 32 to page 6, line 8. 

In particular, the structure of a system for controlling a phone of claim 31, as presented 

herein, includes: 

means for sending a modem control signal from a first wireless 
modem to a second wireless modem, 

wherein said first wireless modem controls the operation of 
said second wireless modem ; 

means for sending a user interface control signal from said first 
wireless modem to a user interface, 

wherein said first wireless modem controls the operation of 
said user interface; 

means for sending communication data from said user interface to 
said second wireless modem according to said user interface 
control signal; and 
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means for sending said communication data from said second 
wireless modem to an antenna according to said modem 
control signal; 

wherein said first wireless modem provides a first air interface, 

said second wireless modem provides a second air interface, and 

said first air interface is different from said second air interface; 

wherein said second wireless modem includes control fiinctionalitv 
only for operation of said second air interface , and 

wherein said first wireless modem controls the operation of said 
second wireless modem such that said first wireless modem 
manages the operations of both said first air interface and said 
second air interface , (emphasis added) 

In summary, the system for controlling a phone of claim 3 1 includes means for sending a 
modem control signal from a first wireless modem to a second wireless modem, wherein the first 
wireless modem controls the operation of the second wireless modem ; wherein the second 
wireless modem includes control functionality only for operation of the second air interface , and 
wherein said first wireless modem controls the operation of said second wireless modem such 
that said first wireless modem manages the operations of both said first air interface and said 
second air interface . As discussed above, because the second wireless modem does not include 
general control functionality, functional redundancy between the first and second wireless 
modems is reduced, providing advantages of simplified design and construction at a reduced cost 
and reduced power consumption . 

By contrast, Bell discloses a "baseband section 210, a cordless RF (radio frequency) 
section 215, [and] a cellular RF section 220." Bell Col 2, lines 60-62, The transmitter of each 
RF section receives . . . signals from the baseband section and modulates the signals using [a] 
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carrier signal ... controlled by a microprocessor of the baseband section . See Bell, Col. 2, line 65 
to Col 3, line 5. In other words, Bell teaches a baseband section including a microprocessor 
that controls two RF sections, thus failing to teach or suggest a system in which a first wireless 
modem controls the operation of a second wireless modem, the second wireless modem includes 
control functionality only for operation of the second air interface, and where the first wireless 
modem controls the operation of the second wireless modem so that the first wireless modem 
manages the operations of both the first air interface and the second air interface . Bell therefore 
fails to teach or suggest all the limitations recited in claim 3 1 . 

Based on the foregoing discussion, it is submitted that claim 3 1 should be allowable over 
Bell. Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of claim 31 based upon 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 
has been overcome by the present remarks and withdrawal thereof is respectfully requested. 

$ 103 Rejection of Claims 1-5 and 7 

In Section 4 of the Office Action, claims 1-5 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Bell in view of Kibria et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,584,175; 
hereinafter referred to as "Kibria"). Claim 1 has been amended to address the rejection. 

Based on the foregoing discussion regarding claim 31, and since independent claim 1 
parallels claim 3 1 and recites similar limitations as recited therein, claim 1 should therefore also 
be allowable over Bell. The Office Action states that Kibria discloses a wireless modem coupled 
with a processor and that it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the 
time of invention to combine a wireless modem function within a processor for management and 
control. However, Applicants disagree with this characterization. Kibria, as cited, discloses a 
"modem 202 . . . capable of converting digital signals from the microprocessor 102 to a format 
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appropriate for transfer over the land line telephone network 126 as well as the cellular 
telephone." Kibria, Col. 5, lines 44-47. That is, Kibria teaches simply a modem capable of 
converting digital signals received from a microprocessor into one of two formats. Kibria thus 
does not teach a first wireless modem that controls the operation of a second wireless modem , 
the second wireless modem including control functionality only for operation of the second air 
interface, and where the first wireless modem controls the operation of the second wireless 
modem so that the first wireless modem manages the operations of both the first air interface and 
the second air interface . It is therefore maintained that Bell and Kibria, individually or in 
combination, fail to teach or suggest all the limitations of claim 1 . 

Based on the foregoing discussion, it is maintained that claim 1 should be allowable over 
Bell and Kibria. Since claims 2-5 and 7 depend from claim 1, claims 2-5 and 7 should also be 
allowable over Bell and Kibria. 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of claims 1-5 and 7 based upon 35 U.S.C. 
§103 (a) has been overcome by the present remarks and withdrawal thereof is respectfully 
requested. 

§ 103 Rejection of Claims 6 and 8 

In Section 5 of the Office Action, claims 6 and 8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Bell in view of Kibria, in further view of Karaoguz et al. (U.S. 
Publication No. 2002/0059434; hereinafter referred to as "Karaoguz"). 

Based on the foregoing discussion regarding claim 1, and since claims 6 and 8 depend 
from claim 1, claims 6 and 8 should also be allowable over Bell and Kibria. Further, Karaoguz 
fails to teach or suggest a first wireless modem that controls the operation of a second wireless 
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modem , the second wireless modem including control functionality only for operation of the 
second air interface, and where the first wireless modem controls the operation of the second 
wireless modem so that the first wireless modem manages the operations of both the first air 
interface and the second air interface . Therefore, it is maintained that Bell, Kibria and Karaoguz, 
individually or in combination, fail to teach or suggest all the limitations of claim 6 and 8. 

Based on the foregoing discussion, it is maintained that claims 6 and 8 should also be 
allowable over Bell, Kibria and Karaoguz. 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of claims 6 and 8 based upon 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) has been overcome by the present remarks and withdrawal thereof is respectfully 
requested. 

§ 103 Rejection of Claims 9, 10, 13 and 15 

In Section 6 of the Office Action, claims 9, 10, 13 and 15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Byrne (U.S. Patent No 5,737,703; hereinafter referred to as 
"Byrne") in view of Kibria. Claims 9, 10, 13 and 15 have been canceled by this amendment. 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of claims 9, 10, 13 and 15 based upon 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) has been overcome by the present remarks and withdrawal thereof is respectfully 
requested. 

$ 103 Rejection of Claims 1 1 and 12 

In Section 7 of the Office Action, claims 1 1 and 12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Byrne in view of Kibria in further view of Bell Claims 1 1 and 12 have 
been canceled by this amendment. 
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Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of claims 1 1 and 12 based upon 35 U.S.C. 
§103 (a) has been overcome by the present remarks and withdrawal thereof is respectfully 
requested. 

§ 103 Rejection of Claims 14 and 16 

In Section 8 of the Office Action, claims 14 and 16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§103 (a) as being unpatentable over Byrne in view of Kibria in further view of Karaoguz. Claims 
14 and 16 have been canceled by this amendment. 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of claims 14 and 16 based upon 35 U.S.C. 
§103 (a) has been overcome by the present remarks and withdrawal thereof is respectfully 
requested. 

§ 103 Rejection of Claims 17-25 

In Section 9 of the Office Action, claims 17-25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bell in view of Kibria. Claim 17 has been amended to address the 
rejection. 

Based on the foregoing discussion in regard to claim 1, and since independent claim 17 
parallels claim 1 and recites similar limitations as recited therein, claim 17 should also be 
allowable over Bell and Kibria. Since claims 18-25 depend from claim 17, claims 18-25 should 
therefore also be allowable over Bell and Kibria. 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of claims 17-25 based upon 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) has been overcome by the present remarks and withdrawal thereof is respectfully 
requested. 
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§ 103 Rejection of Claim 23 

In Section 10 of the Office Action, claim 23 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bell in view of Kibria in further view of Hodge (U.S. Patent No. 
4,956,852; hereinafter referred to as "Hodge"). 

Based on the foregoing discussion regarding claim 17, and since claim 23 depends from 
claim 17, claim 23 should also be allowable over Bell and Kibria. Hodge was cited merely for 
disclosing "communication between two modems as in NAK/ACK signals." Office Action, page 
14, lines 19-20. Therefore, it is maintained that Bell, Kibria and Hodge, individually or in 
combination fail to teach or suggest all the limitations of claim 23. 

Based on the foregoing discussion, it is maintained that claim 23 should also be allowable 
over Bell, Kibria and Hodge. 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of claim 23 based upon 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
has been overcome by the present remarks and withdrawal thereof is respectfully requested. 

§ 103 Rejection of Claims 26-30 

In Section 1 1 of the Office Action, claims 26-30 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Bell in view of Hodge. Claim 26 has been amended to address the 
rejection. 

Based on the foregoing discussion regarding claim 31, and since independent claim 26 
parallels claim 31 and recites similar limitations as recited therein, claim 26 should also be 
allowable over Bell. Further, Hodge was cited merely for disclosing "communication between 
two modems as in NAK/ACK signals." Office Action, page 14, lines 19-20. Therefore, it is 
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maintained that Bell and Hodge, individually or in combination fail to teach or suggest all the 
limitations of claim 26. 

Based on the foregoing discussion, it is maintained that claim 26 should be allowable 
over Bell and Hodge. Since claims 27-30 depend from claim 26, claims 27-30 should therefore 
also be allowable over Bell and Hodge. 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of claims 26-30 based upon 35 U.S.C. 
§103 (a) has been overcome by the present remarks and withdrawal thereof is respectfully 
requested. 

§ 103 Rejection of Claim 32 

In Section 12 of the Office Action, claim 32 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bell in view of Hodge. Claim 32 has been amended to address the 
rejection. 

Based on the foregoing discussion regarding claim 31, and since independent claim 32 
parallels claim 31 and recites similar limitations as recited therein, claim 32 should also be 
allowable over Bell. As before, Hodge was cited merely for disclosing "communication between 
two modems as in NAK/ACK signals." Office Action, page 14, lines 19-20, Therefore, it is 
maintained that Bell and Hodge, individually or in combination fail to teach or suggest all the 
limitations of claim 32. 

Based on the foregoing discussion, it is maintained that claim 32 should be allowable 
over Bell and Hodge. 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of claim 32 based upon 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
has been overcome by the present remarks and withdrawal thereof is respectfully requested. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, entry of this amendment, and the allowance of this application 
with claims 1-8 and 17-32 are respectfully solicited. 

In regard to the claims amended herein and throughout the prosecution of this 
application, it is submitted that these claims, as originally presented, are patentably distinct over 
the prior art of record, and that these claims were in full compliance with the requirements of 35 
U.S.C. §112. Changes that have been made to these claims were not made for the purpose of 
patentability within the meaning of 35 U.S.C. §§101, 102, 103 or 1 12. Rather, these changes 
were made simply for clarification and to round out the scope of protection to which Applicant is 
entitled. 

In the event that additional cooperation in this case may be helpful to complete its 
prosecution, the Examiner is cordially invited to contact Applicant's representative at the 
telephone number written below. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any insufficient fees or credit any 
overpayment associated with the above-identified application to Deposit Account 50-0320. 



Respectfully submitted, 



FROMMER LAWRENCE & HAUG LLP 




Reg. No. 42,791 
Tel: (858) 731-5000 
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